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Christine Katin/R9/USEPA/US
ToClaire Trombadore/R9/USEPA/US@EPA

01/28/2008 09:46 AM ce
SubjecRAD - Jurisdication over reoccupancy of buildings

Hi Claire-

If you recall, | mentioned RAD issues at Tl during one of our meetings. Kurt Jackson made

a comment during a BCT meeting that he did not have jurisdiction with respect to declaring
buildings safe for reoccupancy. The email traffic below between Kurt and the DTSC RPM states
that as the lease is controlled by the feds, DTSC does not have jurisdiction - the decision to
reoccupy is overseen by EPA and/or the NRC. Reoccupation is scheduled for the end of Feb. Is
he correct? (I marked the relevant text in red)

Robert Terry has been helpful, but he is out and all were reluctant to reschedule the conference
call. I am going to follow up with him later this week.

Thanks, Christine
----- Forwarded by Christine Katin/R9/USEPA/US on 01/28/2008 09:41 AM -----

"Ryan Miya" <RMiya@dtsc.ca.gov>
To"Henry Wong" <HWong@dtsc.ca.gov>,
01/23/2008 11:58 AM <gfoote@geomatrix.com>, <ylee@jsco.net>,
<charles.L.perry@navy.mil>, "James B CIV OASN (I&E)
BRAC PMO West Sullivan" <james.b.sullivan2@navy.mil>,
<james.h.whitcomb@navy.mil>, <jack.sylvan@sfgov.org>,
<michael.tymoff@sfgov.org>
cc"Kurt (CDPH-DDWEM) Jackson"
<Kurt.Jackson@cdph.ca.gov>, "Daniel Murphy"
<DMurphyl@dtsc.ca.gov>, "Tony Landis "
<TLandis@dtsc.ca.gov>, Christine Katin/R9/USEPA/
US@EPA, <Peter.Bourgeois@shawgrp.com>, "Marcie Rash"
<Marcie.Rash@ttemi.com>, <afarres@waterboards.ca.gov>
SubjectConference call to discuss NSTI Site 12
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Hel | o,

DTSC has been consulting with the California Departnment of Public
Heal t h (CDPH) concerning radi ol ogical issues related to residential
re-occupancy and transfer of Naval Station Treasure |Island (NSTI)
Site 12. W would like to convey the State of California' s thoughts
regardi ng these matters with you as soon as possible.

| propose that we convene for a conference call for this on Friday
January 25 from llamto 12pm Please let ne know if this is anenable
to your schedules. JimsS., could you please setup a conference call
nunber that we can all call into once we have settled on a tine? That
woul d be greatly appreciated.

| have attached two e-mmils received from CDPH for your information
and review prior to the call. CDPH response is presented first
followed by my initial e-mail beneath that (chronol ogically presented
fromthe bottom up).

Thank you for your imediate attention to this matter.

Si ncerely,
Ryan Mya

Ryan Mya

Seni or Hazar dous Substances Scienti st
DTSC, Ofice of Mlitary Facilities
Northern California Operations Branch
700 Hei nz Avenue

Ber kel ey, CA 94710-2721

Phone: 510-540- 3775

FAX: 510-540- 3819

----- Message from "Jackson, Kurt (CDPH-DDWEM)" <Kurt.Jackson@cdph.ca.gov> on Tue, 22
Jan 2008 17:37:58 -0800 -----
To: "Ryan Miya' <RMiya@dtsc.ca.gov>
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"Dement, Deirdre (CDPH-DDWEM)" <Deirdre.Dement@cdph.ca.gov>,
"Leinwander, Penny (CDPH-EMB)" <Penny.L einwander@cdph.ca.gov>, "Pilorin,

cc: Ronald (CDPH-DDWEM)" <Ronald.Pilorin@cdph.ca.gov>, "Daniel Murphy"
<DMurphyl@dtsc.ca.gov>, "Henry Wong" <HWong@dtsc.ca.gov>, "Tony Landis™
<TLandis@dtsc.ca.gov>

RE: Additional info regarding re-occupancy at Naval StationTreasure Island (NSTI) Site
12

Thanks Ryan. The prelimnary data report did not include any data from
control sanples or how the neasurenent systemwas calibrated. It did
provide field duplicate sanples, but all results were |less than the

| aboratory's nethod detection l[imt. As suggested in ny previous
comrents on the field sanpling plan, information about calibration of
the anal ysis system should be included in the final report or FSP. |
woul d suggest not drawi ng conclusions fromthe data until there was
nor e

i nformati on provi ded about how the | aboratory calibrated the system
and

determ ned the | aboratory nethod detection limt.

Subject

----- Original Message-----

From Ryan Mya [nailto: RM ya@itsc. ca. gov]

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2008 2:41 PM

To: Jackson, Kurt (CDPH DDVEEM

Cc: Denent, Deirdre (CDPH DDVEM ; Lei nwander, Penny (CDPH EMB);
Pilorin,

Ronal d ( CDPH DDVEM ; Dani el Murphy; Henry Wng; Tony Landis
Subj ect: Additional info regarding re-occupancy at Naval

Stati onTreasure

Island (NSTlI) Site 12

Kurt,

Attached please find prelimnary data, currently under going final

QN QC, fromthe Ra-226 testing perforned in nany of the unoccupied
units

usi ng activated charcoal radon test kits. Al of the test kit results,
i ncl udi ng duplicates, were non-detect with a detection limt of 0.3
pC /L. The table includes both the results fromthe test kits and the
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static radiological reading fromthe floor prior to placing the kit.
The procedures used for taking the static reading of the floor and the
pl acenent and | ocations of the radon sanpling kits are described in

t he

sanmpling and anal ysis plans text, tables, and figures.

It is currently our understanding that the | easing agency would |ike
to

start making new | ease arrangenents with tenants who will be
re-occupyi ng the vacated units next week for folks to begin noving in
by

the end of February. As a result, | amhoping that you will be able to
provi de CDPH s response by COB on Thursday 1/24/08. If this timefrane
is not possible, please suggest an anenabl e response date so that we
may

be able to provide the Navy and the City of San Francisco with the
State

of California's position in a tinmely manner. Thank you once again for
your inval uabl e technical assistance.

Si ncerely,
Ryan Mya, Ph.D.

Ryan Mya

Seni or Hazar dous Substances Scienti st
DTSC, Ofice of Mlitary Facilities
Northern California Operations Branch
700 Hei nz Avenue

Ber kel ey, CA 94710-2721

Phone: 510-540- 3775

FAX: 510-540- 3819

----- Message from "Jackson, Kurt (CDPH-DDWEM)" <Kurt.Jackson@cdph.ca.gov> on Tue, 22
Jan 2008 17:58:44 -0800 -----

To: "Ryan Miya' <RMiya@dtsc.ca.gov>
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"Dement, Deirdre (CDPH-DDWEM)" <Deirdre.Dement@cdph.ca.gov>,
"Leinwander, Penny (CDPH-EMB)" <Penny.L einwander@cdph.ca.gov>, "Pilorin,
o Ronald (CDPH-DDWEM)" <Ronald.Pilorin@cdph.ca.gov>, "Daniel Murphy"
"<DMurphyl@dtsc.ca.gov>, "Henry Wong" <HWong@dtsc.ca.gov>, "Tony
Landis" <TLandis@dtsc.ca.gov>, "Kohli, Vandana (CDPH-PS-DDWEM)"
<Vandana.K ohli @cdph.ca.gov>
Subj ect_RE: Request for CDPH position regarding residential re-occupancyat Naval Station
Treasure Island (NSTI)
Ryan:

Hopeful Iy, this response covers the itens in your e-mail bel ow

It is our understanding that the re-occupancy of the buildings in
guestion is being handled via a | ease between the Navy and City of San
Franci sco or their designees and that the property will remain under
federal jurisdiction until the CERCLA process or other docunentation
regardi ng transfer of the property is conpleted. Wth the property
remai ni ng under federal the U. S. Nuclear Regul atory Comi ssion and/

or the U S. Environnental Protection Agency are the agencies with
jurisdiction at this tine over that site with respect to radioactive
materials. At other DOD sites, |ease decisions have not been revi ewed
by CPH.

CDPH has not yet been provided with the non-tine critical renoval
action (NTCRA) reports for this site.

CDPH wi | I revi ew CERCLA docunents that becone avail abl e under our
agreenent with DTSC when those docunents are published in the future.
To date, we have seen no proposed plan or draft record of decision
documents on this site and the CERCLA docunents covering the history
of the site have not been updated to cover the radioactive nmaterials
found at the site. In addition, to the best of our know edge,

there has not been a chem cal risk assessnent docunented for the
chem cal contanination that may be associated with the radi oactive
contam nation. The revi ew and CDPH opi ni on requested by DTSC appears
to be premature under these circunstances. Therefore, there is not a
reason for CDPH to becone involved at this time or until final reports
on the NTCRA are avail abl e.
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We can nmake sone specific responses to technical questions fromthe
email you sent this norning which stated:

"DISC is relying on CDPH to provide vital technical advice to
determine [1] if the gamm surveys and radon neasurenents are

reliable indicators of real exposure, [2] the risk associated with
exposure based on those neasurenents (assuning they are reliable and
consistent with the estimted dose in the nodel), and [3] the State

of California s position regarding re-occupancy of residences at

Site 12. |If the radon and gama survey results indicate no detectable
Ra- 226 or gama sources exist in the unoccupied units (subsequently
val i dating the conservative human receptor dose estimates), would CDPH
support residential re-occupancy? In other words, does an estinated

i ncrenmental exposure dose of 20 nrem year pose an unacceptable risk to
residential occupants?

If the CDPH woul d not reconmend residential re-occupancy at this tinme
due to unacceptabl e exposures as neasured by the nmethods enpl oyed
here, what activities would you reconmend that could be inplenented in
a timely manner to hel p support re-occupancy?"

Responses:

[ 1] The gamma surveys and radon neasurenents will probably be reliable
i ndi cators of exposure where and when they are nmade, depending in

part on instrunment or analytical nmethod calibration data not yet

seen. However, radon emanation and buildup in structures depends on
many factors including seasonal climate variations and buil ding use
paraneters. Therefore, to reliably indicate radon exposure during use,
radon detectors would probably need to be present when the buil dings
wer e occupi ed.

[2] The risk from exposure depends on use of the buildings and clinmate

factors as well as the actual nunber of sources that might be | ocated

under the buildings. The risk and dose nodeling done to date made

assunptions such as one, two or three sources under a buil ding based

on the nunmbers of sources found in soil surrounding the structures.

The risk to occupants in a building will depend on how rmany sources
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are actually present, various soil and climte paraneters during
occupancy and occupant specific building use paraneters. The estinated
i ncremental dose stated in your e-nmail as 20 nrem year probably
approaches or exceeds 10-4 risk and it obviously does not include any
risk fromchenical contaminants. Mre detail ed evaluation of risk wll
presumably be part of the upcomnmi ng CERCLA docunents that are yet to be
provided relative to this site.

[ 3] Radon and gamma survey results will not necessarily indicate

or determ ne whether or not radium sources exist under potentially
occupi ed units because the ganma surveys will only see sources in

the top several inches of soil (depending on source activity and

soil density) and the radon neasurenents may or nay hot detect radium
contam nation or sources depending on air novenent and ot her factors
as noted above. Since the conceptual nodel for the site, based on

the non time critical renpval action (NTCRA) data and the sunmary
provi ded by DTSC, appears to be that snmall discrete Ra-226 sources may
be present under residential buildings, it also appears unlikely that
representative sanpling and anal ysis of soil collected fromunder the
buildings is feasible or would result in a clear determnation that
there are not small discrete sources or related contam nation present
in the soil.

Therefore, the decision by the Navy to | ease the buildings to the
Cty of San Francisco or their designees is a value judgnment and

ri sk evaluation that they may make considering the factors and
uncertainty noted above. If they decide to re-occupy the buil dings,

it is suggested that they consider whether or not radon nonitoring
during occupancy wll provide useful information. Qur position is that
this | ease decision is one that should be made by the Navy and the
Federal regulators, who have jurisdiction over radioactive materials
at Treasure Island Site 12 at this tine.

As a point of information, to the best of ny know edge, CDPH has
not released or concurred on unrestricted rel ease of any residential
bui l dings sitting over discrete radioactive sources nor has CDPH
concurred on any institutional controls that would all ow rel ease of
this type of site via a FOST.
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Two workabl e options with respect to early transfer of the site that
came to nmind are: (1) conplete renediation of soil, including soil
currently under buildings, prior to early transfer or (2) the Navy
retains the Site 12 property thought to have remnmi ning radi onucli des
present and that property is renoved fromor not included in any early
transfer process parcel.

----- Ori gi nal Message-----

From Ryan Mya [rmailto: RM ya@itsc. ca. gov]

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2008 8:45 AM

To: Jackson, Kurt (CDPH DDVEM

Cc: Denment, Deirdre (CDPH DDVEM ; Lei nwander, Penny (CDPH EMB);
Pilorin, Ronald (CDPH DDWEM ; Dani el Mirphy; Henry Wng; Tony Landis
Subj ect: Request for CDPH position regarding residential re-
occupancyat Naval Station Treasure |sland (NSTI)

Dear Kurt,

The California Departnment of Public Health (CDPH) is and will continue
to be an essential partner with us at NSTI. Your assistance with
regards to potential radiological issues is greatly appreciated.

Di screte radi um 226 (Ra-226) sources have been di scovered at
Installation Restoration Site 12, the Treasure |Island Housing Area,
Former Naval Station Treasure |Island, San Francisco, California
(“Site 127). The Navy is in the process of conducting a non-tine
critical-renmoval action within three solid waste disposal areas
(SWDA) (1207/1209, 1231/1233, and A&B) of Site 12. The radi ol ogi ca
anomal i es originate fromdecorative buttons and deck markers
cont ai ni ng Ra-226 and have been encountered in soils fromO0-4 feet
bel ow | and surface adjacent to buildings within the three SWAs. As
a result, the RESRAD- BU LD code was used to eval uate potential doses
to residential occupants resulting fromdiscrete radi ol ogi cal point
sources potentially located directly under building foundations. For
all scenarios, the dose attributable to unrenedi ated soil beneath

t he foundations was slightly less than 20 nrenfyear, which represents
approxi mtely 5 percent of the 360!
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nrem year dose that the average U S. resident receives fromnatura

and manmade background radi ati on sources. The anal yses denonstrated
that there is mniml exposure of residential occupants resulting from
any residual radioactivity that might be present under the foundations
of the three floor plan styles in the form of discrete point sources.
Radon testing and gamm surveys are al so bei ng conducted in unoccupied
units to validate the dose estinmates.

Here is what we know

# Bui |l di ng foundations consisting of at |east 4” of concrete and 4~
of foundation sand physically separates residences from potenti al

di screte Ra-226 sources, # Conservative human receptor dose estimates
(that will be validated with the radon testing) calculated that the
dose attributable to unrenedi ated soil beneath the foundations is
slightly less than 20 nrenfyear, # Gamma surveys from 31 unoccupi ed
units are being conducted in an attenpt to detect any radiol ogical
gamma sources, # Radon testing is being perforned in many of the
unoccupi ed units using activated charcoal radon test kits, and # Lease
agreenent | anguage prohibiting residences from accessing soil beneath
the buil ding foundations will be required.

DISC is relying on COPH to provide vital technical advice to

determine [1] if the gamm surveys and radon nmeasurenents are

reliable indicators of real exposure, [2] the risk associated with
exposure based on those neasurenents (assuning they are reliable and
consistent with the estimted dose in the nodel), and [3] the State

of California s position regarding re-occupancy of residences at

Site 12. If the radon and gama survey results indicate no detectable
Ra- 226 or gamma sources exist in the unoccupied units (subsequently
val i dating the conservative hunman receptor dose estimates), would CDPH
support residential re-occupancy? In other words, does an estinated

i ncremental exposure dose of 20 nrem year pose an unacceptable risk to
residential occupants?

If the CDPH woul d not reconmend residential re-occupancy at this tine
due to unacceptabl e exposures as neasured by the nmethods enpl oyed
here, what activities would you reconmend that could be inplenented in
a timely manner to hel p support re-occupancy?
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Wil e we understand that this request is being nade outside of the
typi cal CERCLA process, we know that CDPH eval uation of dose-rel ated
risk is critical. W want to work collaboratively to address any

out st andi ng radi ol ogi cal issues now instead of a few years from

now during drafting of the final Renedial |nvestigation Report and
Renedi al Action Plan. Thank you for your tinely attention to this
matter.

Pl ease call nme at 510-540-3775 if you would like to discuss these and
any other issues related to NSTI

Si ncerely,
Ryan Mya
, Ph.D.

Ryan Mya

Seni or Hazardous Substances Scienti st
DTSC, Ofice of Mlitary Facilities
Northern California Operations Branch
700 Hei nz Avenue

Ber kel ey, CA 94710-2721

Phone: 510-540-3775

FAX: 510-540- 3819
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